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Phone:(814)772-6423 FAX: (814)772-:55 7 JEB IJ 1 2012 I 
Fmail: curdy@w.iodslre 
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Ncrth....-e.t.-t. · Prot;e.o:t:to:~ 

.Regioilal on 1.. 1 

·-----:--·-
111D.U31J'i26, 2012 

PA Deparlment of Environmental Protection 
Bureau of Water Management 
230 Chestnut Street 
M~dville, PA 16335 

Atteirtion: · David Balog, P.E. 

Reference: Ridgway Borough WastewaterTreatmentFacilli;y 
NPDES PennitNo. PA0023213 . 
Ridgway, Elk County, PA. 

Dear Mr. Balo~\i: ~1~c~i;;::~~::l:;:~·::,~:f.:~;~;;;~(~;:·~i:.~;:'~.;:;;;:·. :.~~:;;~, .. ::~;:;:;: :~~::. ':.~:. -:~,::~::,~;::, .. ,, 
B~·lln•a~·Jlf'ti;!\'.~.I#~~W,~~sCwrtntdmftofdjeB9~'s 

NPDES P~t'N!ll1,'A(J~.2!J.,;~¢.l!o~J!f.~~b,~!~(o}l~~oolilfilenlsl"''"··: "'. • .,, .• ,, •·> 
·.r.·· !· ~ .. fr···-J·,.,,; 1:• ~·J::.r -~- -·- --~ ..:···.:.. .... _ . ~- .~ ... ·. • ·.-··· .•:' ··· : !;'-·<~,.-- :;:.:;~;; "'' ~.;·,:-:·-·.:·.:. 

1) . Th~ Bor6ugh agree.S-Wiljf.~;!;)e.~fiiu\fii!lii?ili'Cal'datli fur varions:waste streams ~:, • 
viiluable:llurthep~,B~>fll!llil!;isoo~;JO \ih!-loiili{fg tfUs &!a-and indeed ~;is. Tiw. 
Borough also '!greeltwidp. the Depliqm:ent 1lil¢ a1'idncti6i!ecjt·cessatilin of!Donitoring .. . 
reqilii=ents. is· waii'e!rted:w!i~ im,inla'!Y!e:~. ~·lieioW~ levef-ofcoru;em.The 
Department bas ~u4e4~io:!l,lei.T119:l~ iif'Part'AillloWing fur·al'educti~>nln, . , . 

. mo:nitoring ~enis lifter a ~ollil offWo.{2}Years ofJiiiliij!tlring foi':e;u;h~eter, . The 
·Borough still maintains~ th~ fly'? (2) ~'perio\1 o'fapliJigfequil'ed prior to·the . 
assessment of thl' ,cj)!i!i!Jl!D!g,~e¢.-_for eJii"!\ijt'lrioilj.tO'titig for tlti>' iiille {9)J;tew param~ is 
excessive and vezy costly. Since th~ new 4ilift iii"tii!i pei'iiiifclea;Iy ~lineales that the 
Borough can:only acceJil and treat lj.rine;w;.stewat<;< frolll shallow gas we\1 O}Xl¢ions, and not 
wastewater as!!Oei'I!W \V,ith Shale()~~ :Welt~ pl:odUction, the variability ofthl' ' . 
wasteStream. is siguifi~ 4~~ A.oiieJ!)'year'mi>ilito~-peri.od is.more than . . 
sufficient to-a!ieqqately assess the.vat:ja&ilftyi)ftll:e~ i3fllli.ellt'througltthe.~nal 
variations, .38 weJl. as 1@YiiJg WJi$Ui)o$~ · .· 'Bas\id' 00: tire ciltreiit-lliiiit <if20,000 g'!llons per, 
d'!y;llhe results fiypt aonC.:~:BairW:I\ngforitxi'*Oidd;fefll:ict.the lr(;alm"!lt nfapproximl.tely 

:-1;500 loads ofsMI!Qw,wel) brine de~·i9-tlre :ruiJkwayp1antpet'Year. :'l'hi&qlll!ll#ty of 
·loads·treate<l.~ 1f!.ctl'!'u~ f\>(,~!>\!ltj.ot'w~lMi}-'well;contaminantiO'!dings. 
Allo;wing for fhe~Viilu#,O!i fo.~ejlla'&~ a'bii.il-Y:ear penod-Willfed\IC\lthe potentW 
for ihe Bo~Ugh 10 JncUruliiieces;azy ciilas, ••pr<.*<lin-t the Department wifhw!l;;e;than 

'~!.· 1 .!: ·.; : .· .. ' "tuffici!'Jll;~Qn JC!_mW~k,>~.~~ ~-~.. . .. ·.fo. r. either !!permit limit or co. ntinued. • · . 

. ;;•:· .. ,, monitru:i.eg,.~l .ClmSi~ Di()Si'•<l;).(,di'1ldliiS-ate·lia'sOO:un:-a'Cbaracterization of 
. . . . three (3) efftlleDt ~~-;;nd seas<iriM}1r'eli~v.;lii:momiliting'llased'OD f.l ~e !'i'PW~• ' 
• , •. '~ :r;< • :, '""%wh season uoder the monitoring requirement sh<lWJl in this draft will produce the .resultS 

from six (6) sampling_ events. The Borough'srequest.that the permit allow for a re-evaluation 
after one year of data collectio"Jshould be sufficient tO ~all concerns~ n:ceiving_ 
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f. 
stream is adequately protected and that the costs associated with wastewater treatment not be 
increased unnecessarily. 

2) The Borough requests that an additional clause be included into the Table to indicate that the 
' sample monitoring for the parameters associated with the treatment of gas well wastewater 

(indicated with a "*") will not be required in months where the Borough does not treat this 
type of wastewater. Obviously, the sampling fur these parameters are due solely ro the 
perceived threat associated with the treatment of gas well brine and if this type of wastewater 
is not treated during a specific month, the data collected for these parameters would be 
misleading and unnecessacy. Also, in the !>Vent that lhe Borough was to discontinue treatment 
of this type of wastewater, this type of clause will relieve lhe Borough and.the Department 
lOOm having to·re-open lhe permit to remove the continued requirement 

3) The Borough Ullderstands that the inclusion of.thelanguage under Part A. Additional 
Requirements. 2., (requirement for 85 peroent removal ofTSS and BOD, by concentration), 
reflects the language found in 25 Pa. Code 92a.47(aX3). We also understand that as anon­
Combined Sewer Overflow system, we are not exe!Ilpt.from the regulation as written. 
However, the Department should note that previous efforts by the Borough to mitigate any 
Separate Stormsewer Overflows (SSOs) by an increase in hydraulic capacity oflhe associated 
wastewater treatment fucilities may have created conditions where we can experience periods 
of low strength inflnent that when treated resnlts in effiuent that is in fall compliance with 

· pennit limits. Wbile the condition is not the result of an improperly operated wastewater 
treatment fucilit)r, nor does it result in effiuent that is a violation of the NPDES permit and the 
desired ontcomes of secondmy treatment are maintained; it is teelmically a .violation of the 
permit language. It is our Ullderstanding that it is the practice of the Department that there 
will be no enfutcement action against a permittee if they continue to be in compliance with 
numeric permjt limits, even iflhey fiUl to be in. compliance with the 85 percel!t removal of 

:. TSS and BOD when it is due to low.inf!nent concentrations. · 

4) The inclusion of the local limits parameters under Part C(!I)(4)(D) appears problematic since · 
• it specifically names specific parameters to be included into the list for Local Limits 

Assessment. Sevet;U of these Parameters, such as strontium and specific radionuclides, do not 
have published inbibition or applicable waler qUality criteria necessacy to perform the 
corresponding calcnlations for the Local Limits assessment In additin'n, the inclusion of the 

.Jangusge that the Borough "must" include mt!U: list of pollntants to be evaluated "any new 
: pollntants that have been identified through the receipt oL.hauled-in wastes", is also 
·~lly'problematic, since the waste charaeterization ofwastewater associated with gas 

. "prOdUction contains small quantities of a broad illnge ofpollntants. 

5) The Borough questions lhe Department's inclusion of a new requirement under Part 
B(CX4Xc) for "Solids Management Inventozy" in the Chapter 94 Annual RepOrt. The 
introduction of the S!Jbsection states "that this is "required under lhe provisions of Title 25 Pa. 
Code Chapter 94", bot this requiiement does not appear under ChaPter 94.12 which lists the 
required infonnation of the annual report. 

6) The inclusion of the requirement to report the total volume of hauled-in residual and 
· municipal wastes Ullder Part B(C)( 4X d) appears to be redimdant to'the reporting requirement · 
ui!der Part. C ii( 4XBX 4) which requines that the same information be include ilrto the Annual 
Pretreatment Report due.on the same date and submitted to the US EPA and the Department 
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7) The Borough continues to contend that 1he inclusion of a requirement for a Radiation Control 
Plan does not appear warraoted. As was stated previously, the Borough understands that the 
treatment of the brine waste associated with shale gas production, as well as other deep well 
gas, appears to have some limited llllfOunt ofritdiation. However, the language included in 
Part C.II (J) requires that the Borough's treatment of natural gas wastewater be limited to 
"shallow well operations" and that wastewater from "shale gas operations" is prohibited. fn 
fact, 1he Department bas perlOrmed a recent radiation testiog survey at onr facility and 
determined that there was no ongoing radiation risk. The Borough proposes that the language 
of the permit be amended to require that a Radiation Control Plan be develop&! if the analysis 
fur radiation associated with the sballow gas well brine that the Borough enrrently treats 
actually exceeds the level of concern. 

·s) The Borough continues to disagree with the inclusion of the new "instantaneous maximum" 
limits forboth summer ana winter fecal coliform levels in the draft NPDES permit. We 
continue to believe that these new lili1its are at direct cross pwposes to the continued 
implementation of Part C. II.!. fur efildent chlorine optimization and minimization, since 1he 
final ootcome of the more restrictive instantaneous fecal co[ifurm limits will require that 1he 
wastewater treatment facility increase its chlorine use to be certain ofrnainl>lining 
compliance. Unfortunately, this limit appears to have been codified with little to no research 

- into whether it was needed to insure 8dual instoeam water quality. 

9) The language contained under the fOotnote#! in Part A, designates that 1he "discharge flow" 
at the thne of sampling must be measured and recorded. However, as the Department is well 
aware, the gravity discharge of the Borough's effluent discharge to 1he Clarion River does not 
aUow for consistently accnrate flow measurement so intluent flows are considered 
representative of the flow cbaracterlstins for the plant's discharge. The Borough recommends 
that the language of the footnote be amended to read "representative floW" rather than 
"discbarge floW", as enrrently writlen. 

IO) The Department is requested to c!ariJY the language under Part A. Addirioital Reqyirements 
subparagraph l.d., that specifies that the permittee may not discharge " ... substances that 
produce an observed change in color, taste, odor or turbidity of the receiving water". There 
are numerous occasions that the Borough's facility discbatges eftluent that results in a 
reduction in 1he tmbidity and color present in the Clarion River. As written, this would be a 
violation of the language contained in Jbe draft permit. 

II) • The J;lorough bas concerns about 1he open nature of the term "threatening" in Part 
A.ID.C.4.a. and the term "create a danger of pollution" in subsection (i). aased on the 

. language contained in Chapter 9I.33, we interpret these terms to be a situation when a toxic 
substance Is ''placed so that it might discharge, flow, be washed or. fu!P' into waters of the 
Cornmonweallh, including "sewers, drains, ditches or other channels of conveyance into the 
waters". ' 

12) The Borough needs clarifica1ion foi: the following items in Part A. rn.· C. on 
reporting and notification requirements. The stipulation under subsection 3. a. 
(i). (4) requites the Borough to record permit numbers of wells. However, as 
currentlydefurered, a single truckload ofbrine can have brine-from up to thirty 
(30) different wells. UnfOrtunately, theE DMR form does not accommodate for 
this conditioll, How shall we con:iply? 



,, . 

. ----·-·--·-·-·--------·--·· ·-·- ............ ·-·-·-·--. 

' ~ .. .. 

13)R.elative to chemical analysis of {esidual wastes as reported on Fo.rm 26-R, .it is 
our understanding that an annual aualysis for a waste stream is sufficient (per 
Chapter 287.54) and can be referenced for each load for a year. Aside from the 
annuai requirement for the Fo.rm 26-R, it is our interpretation that there is no 
additional requirement to analyze each load before accepting .it for treatment. 

If you haw any questions, please contact my office. 

Sincerely, 

PJEBOROUGHOFRIDGWAY. 

Paul McCurdy 

<JC: Rlcharo Dodds Hill En • . 
.· ·' ~ 
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